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ABSTRACT

Direct assessment of writing skill, usually considered to be
synonymous with assessment by means of writing samples,
is reviewed in_terms of its history and with respect to cvi-
de.ice of its reliability and validity. Reliability is examin=d as
it i'< in’ﬂiienced b'y reader inconsistency, domain sampling;

which Shows reported relatronshrps between direct assess-

ment scores and criteria such as class rank ] Engllsh course
grades, aid instructors’ ratings of writing abrlrty Evidence

on the mcremental valrdlty of direct assessment over and

above other available measures is also given. It is concluded

that drrect assessment makes a contribution but that methods

need ito be developed to improve its reliability and reduce its

costs: New automated methods of textual analysis and new
kmds of direct assessment in which more than a single score
is produced are suggested as two approaches to better direct
assessment.

INTRODUCTION

Over the years wntmg skill has been apprarsed Lhrough two

approaches, direct assessment and indirect assessment.

Direct assessieiits are those in which a sample of an exam-

inee’s writing is obtamed under controlled conditions and

then evaluated by one or more Judges u5ually English teach-

ers trained in makingjudgments about writing skill. Indirect

assessments are so termed because an estimate of probable

sklll in Wntmg rs made through observatrons of specrﬁc kmds

structure, although more advanced skills can also be

observed. These indirect assessments are commonly made
by means of multiple-choice questions. Thus, direct assess-
ments tend to be associated with writinig samples and mdlrect
assessments with multiple-choice questions. Later in this

review, the distinction between direct and indirect assess-

ments of writing skill will be reconsidered because the usual

distinction may be more SlmpllS[lC than it needs to be. For the

iTioiieiit, iowever, direct assessments will be thought of as

writing sampl”s evaluated by one or more judges Indirect

assessments will not be covered in this review.

Diederich (1974) probably captured better than anyone

else the reasoning behind the widespread use of writing

samples for the assessment of writing skill.

As a test of writmg abihty. no test is as convincing to teachers
of English; to teachers in other departments, to prospective

employers, and to the public as actual samples of each stadent’s

writing, especrally if the writing is done under test conditions
in which one can be sure that each sample 1s the student’s own
unaided work. People Who tiphold the view that essays are the
oiily valid test of writing abili- y are fond of using the analogy
that; whenever we want to find out whether young people can

swim. we have them jump into a pool and swiin. (p. 1)

From this perspective; if one wants to know if any given

.
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mdrvrdual can perform an)l glven task, atest of performance

The only way to assess the extent to Wthh a student hdS

iastered 4 field is to present him with questions or r problems in

the field and see how he performs. The scholar performs by
speaking or writing. The essay examination constitutes a sam-
ple of schiolarly performance; hence. it provides a direct mea-

sare of educational achievement. (p. 273)

The logrc of these kinds of arguments is so cogent that
desprte more than a half a century of criticism by educatronal

measurement specialists, the essay remains a pl'll’lClpal

means of evaluation in courses of instruction of all types: In

fecent years, in fact, the essay has gained more and more

advocates as evidence of a decline in writing skills among

hrgh school and college students accrues with each day.

Faced with this; it is difficult to deny that students need more

exposure to writing whether in the form of instruction or

examination:

Also related to direct assessment are issues of natlonal
impact—the message that is implicitly sent to students and
teachers by direct assessment used on a wide scale: If lai se
nuriibers of students are required to prodiice compositions for
assessments important for graduation, certification; or
admission to higher levels of education, then students will be

encouraged to learn composition skills and teachers to teach

them.
Nonetheless the history of direct wntmg skill assess-

mient is a bleak one: As far back as 1880 it was recognized

that the essay examination was beset with the curse of unre-

liability (see Huddleston 1954; Follman and Anderson 1967).

One of the first demonstrations of the reliability problem

occurred in the l9205 when rt was shown that the score a

depend more on Wthh reader read his or her papet, or on
when the examination was taken, than on what was actually

written (Hopkins 1921).
The reliability problem is perhaps best lllustrated by a

slmple ‘example. In 1961 a study was conducted at the Educa-

tionial Testing Service ini which 300 essays written by college

freshmen were rated by 53 readers representing ! several pro-

fessronal fields (French 1962): Each rater used a ntne-pomt
scale. The ,rESFJES,EhEWFQ,,‘!’,a‘, none of the 300 essays
received less than five of the nine poSSlble ratings; 23 percent

of the essays received seven different ratings, 37 percent

received eight different ratings; and 34 percent received all

possible ratings. It was clear from this study that the score
received was to a large degree dependent upon which expert
happened to be doing the scoring.

The severity of the reliability problem rioted was accen-
tuated by the realization that readers represented only one
source of error. Perhaps greater errots in a direct assessment

are introduced by the limited samplmg of topics on which

students can write. Furthermore, addltlonal errors are intro-

duced by a tendency for errors to be correlated (because
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essay length, hdndwrltlng quallty, andr neatnersrs) and by
interactions among the differents'our'qe’s' of error. The sources
of 'reader error are 'rnany A s’tudy by “he'p'ard (1929) showed

responses drffenng only in penmanshrp Of course penman-

ship is probably less important today, but there is some

evidence that it can still affect the score assigned to an essay
examination (Markham 1976). In another early study; Traxler
and Anderson (1935) showed that two independent scores
made by experienced readers of essay examinations agreed
fairly well for one essay topic but not for a second topic. It
Waié élso obéerveli thét tlié g'ra'd'és éésigned to é's'say’s tendEd to

precedlng. Stalnaker (1936) rioted, ifi this regard, that
A **C” paper may be grddéd B if it is read after an illiterate
themie, bt if it follows an *'A™ paper, it such can be found, it
seems to be of D caliber.

The overall rmpact of the rellabrlrty problem mamfcsts
itself when one attempts 10 correlate judgmental scores of
essays with external criteria for purposes of validation. More
often than fiot. correlauons of Judgmental scores wrth other

usually caused by the low reliability of the judgmental

scores:
Rellablllty will be revisited m a later section of this

review; but it is first of value to review some of the different
types of writing tasks commonly used in direct assessments
and the methods used for evaluating them—since the specific
task and evaluation procedure can influence reliability.

TYPES OF DIRECT ASSESSMENT

This section is intended only as a brief summary of various
types of direct assessment as background for subsequeiit
'dis'cuséi'o'né of reliiibility vali'dity én’d 6ther issues tn'agt at
More

assessment descnbed here, as well as other types are given

in a number of ‘writings by members of the Engllsh teaching

professron (see; for example, Gooper 1977, i:loyd Jones

1977; Myers 1980; Odeli 1981) The types of direct

assessments commonly used may be classified with respect
to task types and the method of evaluation used. At times
the evaluation procedure is closely linked with the task; as
in primary-trait scoring. Most scoring methods, however,
can be applied to more than cne specific task, though
modifications may be necessary as the tasks vary.

of prompt or stimulus used, the audience to be addressed,
zind the pug)o' PX 'é'e intended Prornpté rnziy be Written ziurzil or
as when a studerit writes somethlng to be evaluated by his or
her tcacher or an anonymous teacher or group of teachers. A
tﬁSk fiiiiy ﬁllbW tbﬁsﬁltﬁtlbh Of iéfeiéhté Wbrk§ Siith as

Ur it may be a brief, lmprornptu task; Wthl‘l allows o
consaltation of reference works and no tune for rewriting.

Following are brief descriptions of some well-known types

of writing tasks:

Letter

An examinee might be asked to write a letter of some type:
to a friend; to the editor of a newspaper, to a potential
employer, to a company complaining about a product or
service. and so on.

Narrative

An autobiograp’hital account, a destﬁptibn of a V'at:'ziti'o"tl or
other experience, or a historical description of some other
type would all be narratives. These narratives could of
COUrse, also be wntten in the form of a letter, and narrativ_.s

Descriptive
Although a narrative is usually descriptive; the term implies
the description of a series of events. A piece of writing may
be simply the description of some object, how it ivoks; how
it works, or some other aspect of it, or some other kind of
description.

ix'r'g'u’méiitativa

experience or readrng It is probably the most <common task
type used because it requires the integration of several

different Wntmg skills: Sometimes this type of task is

referred to as an ‘‘expository-argumentative’ task:

Expressive

Rather than argue persuasrvely the task may be only to
express one's opinion on some issue or event._ While
expository in nature, this kind of task is usually, dis-
tinguished from a persuasive or argumentative exposition.
Role-Playing

Oﬁe 'm'ay bé iisl(ed tb ﬁSSﬁmé a role lil §6mé situation ﬁﬁd

reSpondmg to an i lrate customer 7asr customer relatlons
official, or wi tmg a memorandm to a supenor or a
subordinate in an organization: For role-playing tasks; the

audience and purpose are usnally quite clear.

(¢ ¢
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Precis or Abstract

A re:il’lit'e t;iSk ot‘ s’o"m'e import:ihti. 1s thzit o'f Sy'n'th'eﬁiih'g :i
drfferent from, thit lntended in the ongmal plece. Screntlsts
abstract complex scientific investigations for nonspecialists.
Diplomats abstract current iuformation about specific
countries, at times originally written in other languages, for
use by others. Lawyers syntheslze case histories having
legal precedents in making arguments Therefore a useful
task is to ask students to read something and then to prepure

a brief precis or abstract of it.

Diary Entry

This could be similar to any of the preceding tasks; but the
fact that 1t is written for personal use would probably change
its tone.

Literary Analysis

This is a common task used in literature courses and in the
more difficult En’glisn examinations

ﬁevi ion or Edltll‘lg

Any of the tasks above might be the subject of a task
requiring revision or editing.

Evaluation Methods

Having obtained a response to one or more of the stimuli

represented in the task types discussed in the preceding
section; one can then usually choose among a number of
different methods for evaluation of the response. As noted
earlier, some evaluation methods are closely tied to the
stimulus, namely, primary-trait methods. Thus, the task
may predetermine tlie cvaluation method. Among the
several different approaches te evaluation, some are more
widely used than others. The descriptions that follow, it
should be cautioned, do not represent a consensus of
opinion on the meaning of terms. Rather, they are an attempt
to describe briefly methods about which there is often much

disagreemient.

Holistic Scorlng
Accordmg to Cooper (1977); in holistic sconng

777777 “the rater
takesﬁgiplece of writing and either (l) matches it with

another piece in a graded series of pleC"S or (2) scores it for
tbe prommenr.e of certam features lmportant to that kmd of

placmg, scoring, rmpres-
sionistically, after the rater has practrqed the procedure with
other raters.”” Holistic scoring is at times conducted using
scoring guides, or rubrics. Some practitioners of holistic
scoring distinguish it from impressionistic scoring, since the
latter is viewed as a haphazard, noncontrolled, and
unmonitored procediire. Holistic scoring is the most widely
used evaluation procedire.

RIC
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Focused Holistic Scoring
This method is essentially the same us holisiic scoring

except that scores are produced for more than a single

dimension of the writing sample being cvaluated. For

example one mlght score for content : and mechanics; or for

somge other specrﬁc aSpecté The sconng mrght be dove for

each dimension after a smgle readmg or it might be done

for each separately so as to minimize influences of one focus

on the other. The number of focuses must of course be
analytlcal procedure. As in holistic s 5conng, no counts or
ertumerétiohs of ziriy typé &ré uéEd St:'o"ri'rig i-ijbi'it:§ for each

Analytlc Scormg

This evaluatlon procedure is perhaps best exemphﬁed by
that associated with Diederich (1974). The Diederich
procediire i$ based on a factor analysis of writing samples
scored by experts representing several different academic
discipliries. The fiactors derived were ideds, organization,
wordinig, flavor, and mechanics. In some versions of the
method mechamcs is further dmded into usage, punctua-

scale from S5 (hlgh) to 1 (low), and two of the scales (ideas

and organization) receive a double welghtmg Thus it 1s

possible to obtain a score as high as 50; or as low as 10.
Other analytic procedures are described by Cooper (1977),
Odell (1981); and Follman éri;d Anderson (1967).

Atomistic Scormg
Somewhat akln to analytlc sconng are methods in Wthh

dlfferent features of a p.ece of wntmg Whlle certamly

“analytic” in mady senses, it is useful to distinguish
atomistic scoring from analytic scoring, as descnbed hete,
because it is very different wiih respect to the detail
requrred One example of an atomistic scoring procedure

was descnbed by Moss (1982): In this procedure; the total

number nf eTTOIS WIS eounted m each of four categones

deve op a score from hese counts; the total number of
errors was divided by an index of pap er lengtr so as to avoid
inappropriate penalties for writing more.

Prlmary-Tralt Sr.ormg

Mullis (1980) explains that Ahe ratio ale of pnmary tralt
scoring ‘‘is that writing_is done in terms of an audience and
can be judged in view of its effects upon the audience.” The
primary, or most importat, irait of a piece of writing will
be the approach used by the writer to reach the audience
intended. The primary trait of a set of directions, for
example “would be an unamblguous sequ»ntlal and
logical progression of instructions;” according to Mullis:

Another example given by Mallis is a piece of political

campaign literature intended to persuade a rzader to vote for
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a particular candidate. A successful campaign paper will
have certain persuasive trait: that an unsuccessful one will
not have. and these traits will differ from those nccessary
for a successful set of directions,” Mullis notes. For dny
given _task, the scoring directions miust be prepared
beforchand, and th’ey are usable only with that specific task,

Hunt (1977) ’ms populanled a method of guauging \yntactlc

matunty which is most often assoelated with the term; T

unir.”” A T-unit is defined by Hunt as a *'single main clause

plus WhalLVLl' other subordinate clauscs or nonclauses are

attached to; or embedded within; that one main clausc.” In
other words a T-unit is a single main clause and whatever
clse goes with it: The T-unit is used, rather than the
sentence; because it is empirically useful in describing the

changes that accur in the syntax of writ~rs as they mature.

Communicative Effectiveness

In a sensc similar in obet.tlves to pnmary tralt scoring, lhlb
method of measuring the quality of prose is also concerned
thh rhe cffects |t has on an audlcnce But operatlonally

lesch and Harnngton (1981) dcscnbe 'he theorctrcal bablb
for thrs new method and some of its advantag(‘s over

some ways to recent approaches bemg taken bv cognitive

psychologrsts in which the theory and structures of reading

comprehens:on research are apphed to the analysis of text

(see, for example Braceweit et al. 1982: Bruce et al. 1982:

fregenckéen 1983):. Usually an objective index of commu-

nicative effectiveness; such as reading speed or comprehen-
sion; is derived for the assessment.

Maf*Donald et al (l982) descnbe a computer-based 5yStem
developed at Bell Laboratories that is presently operational.

A itiore sophisticated parsing system is under development

by IBM (sec Heidom et al. 1982). These methods will be

discuissed in inore deiail in a later section of this review:

RELIABILITY OF DIRECT ASSESSMENTS

Numerous research investigations have demonstrated that
direct assessmerts of writing skill, as usually conducted,
tend to yield low reliabilities. The sources of error are
se\erai, b"ut 'm"o"st zinzilyses hzive fo’c'use'd on th primary
s urCEfs: """""" R'a'ter

consists of three different components (Coffman 197ia);

First, raters differ with respeet to leniency. Somie may tend
to score high and others low; thus, the level “of score

obtairied by any individual examinee depend\ tlp()n the rater

or raters assigned to score the responses of that examinee.

Sccond, raters differ in the degree to Wthh they have a

central tcndenc.y an inclination to score near the dvcragc

Third; different raters have different values that many times

lead them to assign grossly different scores to the same

rcsponse

problem of 5ampl|ng error, it is probable that sampllng is

also a serious source of error in direct writing assessments.
A hlghly reliable writing assessment will require more than
one writing sample, and each sample will be independent
from all other samples. Such independence does not occur,
of course, when several tasks are required that relate to the

samc toplc stlmulus The most rclmble assessment wrll

different raters. The more the number of ‘[‘d,eP?EqF!“

responses and the more thc number of lndependent ratings
of each response, the greater wrll be the relisbility of the

assessment. Unfortunately, it has not proved to be
cconomlcally feasible to conduct large-scrle writing assess-

ments using multiple writing samples and multiple indepen-

dent ratlngs For the same reason; there have bchn few

research investigatiors of multiple samples scored indepen-
dently by multiple readers. Table 1 presents a summary of
24 research studies in which reliability estimates were
recported for direct assessments of writing skill. These
studies are summarized with respect to a number of factors
that may have influenced the magnitude of the estimates
reported. A consideration of these factors is useful as an
introdiction to the rclmblhty estimation for direct assess-
ments.

Factors Influencing Reliability Estimates

Table 1 is limited to studies reporting reliability estrmziteé

for direct assessments of junior high. high school, and
college populations. However, quite a variety of social,
ethnic; and 'ziBi.it'y' g'rbup"s i's 'rép'r'esent'cd The p"o’p'ul:iti'o'n

in range of ability, but how such lr.ﬁuences operate is niot
always clear. It is usually assumed that icstrictions in range
will atténuate estiinates, biit the actual effects are dependent
on other aspects of the population dlstnbutlons as well. The

number of cases used for the estimate ;iffects its stability.

The larger the number of cases, the more stable will be the

estimate. Rellablllty is also mﬂuenced by the type of writing

tasks used and the amount of time allowed for response; but

littte evrdence is available concerning the effects of task

type and timing on reiiability. The most common type of

Wntlng sample is the brief; persuasrv

essar m which some position is to be taken on an issue

presenied and a thesis developed to support that position

10



_ studies Reporting Reliability Estimates for Direct Assessments

Population . , - o .
Study Description Subsamples Cases Task Scoring

1. Akeju (1972)
2

3. Breland (1983)

4. Clemson (1978)
5. Coffman (1966)
6. Cotfman (1971a)

7. Coffman (1971b)
8. Conry and Jeroski (1980)

9. Coward (1952)
i0. ETS (1982)
11. Finlayson (1951)

2. Godshilk ¢ al. (1966)

15. Huddleston ¢1954)
17; Mass et al; (1982)

19: Myers ¢t al: (1966)

20. Powills et al. (1979)

22: Steele (1979;

23, Weiss and Jackson (1982)

2. Werts et al. (1980)

. Breland and Gayrior (1979)

 Folliar and Anderson (1967)

14: Hackman and Johnson (1977)

West Atrican
18-year oids
College
freshmen
College
applicants

High school
students

High school
students

Adv. Piacement
students .
Hypothetical
Canadian
students

applicants _
High school
students

English

12-year olds
High school
students
Hypothetical

College
freshmen
College
entrants

College
students
High school
students
College
applicants
Junior High
High school
students
College
freshmen
College
students

College
students

Nnnc

Four
colleges
Black
White
Hispanic-Y
Hispatic-N
None

None

None
None
8th grade

12th grade

Norie
Noiie
Noiic
Norie
Non:
None
None
A
B,,, ——_— -
Tth grade
10th grade
Notie
Tth grade
8th grade
None

Sampie |

’

Method

{Minutes)

t

86.039
197

646

173

129
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135

Do R w
1. 109 o
A LA &S

Persuasive

Persuasive

Letter
Five types

described

Narrative
Narrative
Narrative
Expository
Four types

Persuasive
Two choices
Five types
Expository
Persuasive
Persuasive

Persuasive

Expository
Descriptive
Letter.
Descriptive
Nbi
described
Expository
Letters
Descriptive
Persuasive
Persuasive
Persaasive

Not
given describ )
20 Holistic 1-6

20 Atomistic
Analytic
Holistic 1-4

(8]
’.AIO‘

20 Holisic 14
Holisic  1-3
Nat Holisic  1-9

Not
given

Anaiytic
Not Holistic
given

Analytic
» Analytic
45 Holistic
Analytic
20 Holistic 1-4

N

60 Holistic 1-20
Holistic 1-3
Not Various 1-5
40 Holistic 1-5
Analytic
20 Analytic ?

30 Holistic 1-4

Not Hols 1
given Atuvinistic  0-20
20 Holistic 1-4
30 Holistic 1-4

Not Anagtic  1-4
given .
20 Analytic 1-5

40 Atomistic  0-64
40 Holistic 1-6
20 Holistic 1-6
20 Holistic 1-6
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OF purpose. More u)mm( nly, howe
nor the p[lrp()\t.

speélhcd Very few asscssments of this
type offer the examinee a choice of topics. The tinic allowed

for the writing tasks in Table 1 varied from 20 minutes to 2
hours with 20-minutes being the most common.

The method ot evaluauon ot wrmnp sar’n"p’l'c% 'czi'ri

to scormg of wrmng samplt.s are l't.pl't.\t.n(t.d in Table l

Holistic scoring is the most tonimon, but what is tt.rmt.d

holistic scoring may vary from one study to the next. The

'o'thL'r 't'wo' ty'p’ci 'o’f i'c'o”ri'ng 'r'cpr'cé’cm'cd are zmalytic <cori’np

not always th it, but in this review analytlc scoring l't.tt.l'\ to

the development of several subscores which are either
interpreted st.parately or comblned to producc a total score,

Atoniistic scoring refers to a very detailed count of errors or

a detailed scoring of many aspects of a sample. Any scoring

wnh ds many as 20 subscores has been considered here to be
astomistic; even if the authors called it analytc.

Scoring scalcs dlffér ‘somewhat, and thcsé also can
(low) to 4 (hlgh) scale otten used for holrstlc scormg Some
observers believe (for example, Coffman 1971a, 1971b) that
a greater scale 'mﬁg’e' produces _better reliabilities. A field
test comparing a 1-3 scale with a 1-3 scale by Godshalk
etal. (1966) suggested some improvement in reliability with
thE l -1 é’czil'e biit C'o'ff'riia'ri (l97lb) i'ri'di'c'a’ted H pr’ef'er'cn”ce for

le or thcy can be

Brcland (1983) 3- 15 range scalc based on threc sdbscalc§ or
the Moss et al. (1987) 0-20  atomistic scale:

Once scores have been assigned; they may or may not

be dd_]UdlCd((‘.d Adjudlcauon usually involves engaging an

dddmonal reader to resolve a scoring dlscrcpancy between
two other readers: Since highly discrepant scores are
climinated through adjudication, reliabilitics increase. Two
final prbccdural differences in dircet assessments have to do
with the total number of readers engaged and the physical
context of their engagement. The more readets there ire. the
more Jifficult training and instruction is. Consequently, it is
'u';uany ékpétte'd th’zit reliabilities Will be less for a large

example |f only two readers are used, and lf they are

carefully instructed and monitored, one would not expect

much difference in their judgments The two readers may
also represent the same edqcatlpnal 5 g, such as an
Enghsh department and thus the likelihood of agreement

may be quite high:
The other procedural difference has to do with the

settmg in which the scores are generatcd The most

comumon setting is the conference setting in which readers

are assembled at some central tacility and supervised in
some way as they read. Another tiﬁbi‘ii ich used less often is
what might be called the “remote”” niethod in which readers
dl't. not 'munbled but are ntailed s nples with written

mmally lor mstruuton but [ht. actual reading is t.o'n"duued
in their individudl Hories of offices and the niaterialy
returned through the tail.

The reliability uumaus reportcd in the studies of
Tiable 1 were generated through different statistical pro-

Lt,durt.s Ottt.n a s’im'ple corrclauon betwecn rcadcr seores

Cottman (l97la l971b) asserts that Lom.latlons at tmes

tend to ovcrcstlmate reliabilitics because they do not take

mto accoum mcan dlttercnccs among st.ort.s Analysls of

postu’ au.d for the anaIVsls

All of the above Jltierenu.s in (ht. ways direet
assessments are_conducted and analyzedroften combine to
'pr'o"dii'cL ii'ri'p'i"cdi'ctdbl'e iiit]iiLh'c'c< on r'cliab'ility 'cs-'ti'n'i'ates-'

ot thie magmtude of rt.lldbllmt.\ that one mlgh( crxpcct in a
Erven sitdation, Cstnmau.s reported in the ll[ ature l-ave

l't.]ldbill[y estimates zmd seore rchabnltty estimates.

Reading Reliability Estimates

Readmg rehablhty reflects crror variance attrlbutablc to_ the
inconsistencies among readers, but it does not reflect
samplmg error (thc error introduced by provndmg only a

Reading reliability estimates w11|,thus,be mﬂalcdand cannot
be used as an estimate of score reliability. Nevertheless, it is
often useful to obtain an estimate of reading reliability as a
gauge of the consistency of readers. When only one writing
sample has been scored, it is not possible to estimate
accurately anything but rcadmg rcllablhty A comparison of
reading reliability estimates obtained in a number of
resedrch investigations is presented in Table 2. Estimates are
grouped with respect to the number of tasks scored and the

number of ratings per task obtained.

Overall median estimates of .64, .70, and .78 were

Computed and are given at the bottom of Table 2 for three

comimon situations. Note that relatively low estimates were

reported in the Cofi 6¢ ¢
Table 2 range from a low of 39 (for onc task rated by one

readers). In two other papers, Coffman (1971a, 197lb)
observes that the range of scores assigned, the number of
readers, and the method of estimate used will all affect

12






Tuble 2. Reading Reliability Estimates Reported for Direct Assesstents

_ OneTusk Tio Tashs Three Tosks.

Ratvgs e Tk Raivgs per Tusk Raivgs per Task

Estinate S’caring
Study ~ Number Method Scale 1 2 3 4§ I 2 3 45 23 49

—

Ak 197 NGl decied n & ®

Breland (1983) | Atomistic 1-0 T

2 Aridlytic 315 o8
3 Holst 14 wwo T S
Coffritari (1966) Holistic 13 39 36 65 M % I B Y B B 8 86 88
Coffman (1971a) Holistic 14 0
Conry and Jeroski (1980) Holistic 19 N
Coward (1952) [ Holistic 19 S 6¥
— .. 2 Analytic 82
ETS(1%8) _ Holistc M SR B
Finlagson (1950 Holistic [-20 a8 8o 0 8 A u
Hackman and Johnson (1977) Holistic 1.5 bl
Huddleston (1954) Anlytic - -
Michael et al. (1980) Holistic -4 o680
Moss et al. (1982) 1 Holistie 14 8

2 Atomistic 0-20 8
Myers etal. (1966) Holistic 14 A% 67
Powills et al: (1979) Holistic 14 S _
Sl (199 Holisic 15 u
Analytic 313 . B
Aialjtié 1-10 94
Anclytic 1-10 M
Alaiistic 0-64 oSS
, Holistic 16 8o
Estitiaie Medians - X7 I L

Thilet & Aidersa (1935)

Wei i ks (1982)

T — BD — BD,

Average over dsamples. “Aerage over 8 condiions
*Average over 2 samples; narrative and expository tasks. "Average over § conditions.
‘Average over 4 tasks. YAverage over 8 conditions.
*Average over 3 tasks and 3 samples. *Average over 2 conditions.




estimates. With respect to range of scores, the suggestion

was made that the greater the range, the greater the variance,

obtainable and thus the greater the reliability estirnate
reported, by Cotfrna,n (19667)7 were based on a score rangerof
only 1 (low) to 3 (high). Myers et al. (1966) used similar
methods wrth a l 4 scale and obtained estimates srmilar to

- same 25 papers cocrelated .87 when a 15- pomt scale was
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used but only .7~ when a 5- -point scale was used: These
correlations, thh represent reliability estimates for a

smgle task and one rater, change also when the 15-point

scale is cut in different places:

As noted previoasiy; when the number of readers used
is large; it 1s more difficult to achieve consistency than when
the number 1s small {because it is easier to train and instruct
a small number). None of the studies in Table 2 examined
this issue specifically, but the magnitude of estimates is to
some degree associated with numbers of readers, where
mates, for example, are based on ratings by 25 different
raters; Finlayson (l95|) in contrast used only six raters

tend to be higher than those based on analysis of variance,
because one set of scores may have a different mean than
another, and differences in means are not reflected n a

product-moment correlation: A comparison of the two

methods was made by Coffman (1971b) using his hypotheti-

cal set of 75 essays: For the t5-point scale; the reading

reliability was :87 for the correlational method and .85 for

the analysrs of variance method. No comparison was made
for the 5-point scale. The investigation of Michael et al.

(1980) summarized in Table 2 also computed reliability
estimates based on both methods, though the main object of
the study was to cornpare exp’e'rt ahd lay readeri The two

somewhat lower
A fourth inﬂuencc bclieved by marly to be important is

the length of the essay. In Table 2; the longest writing time

teported in any of the studies is the 60-minute papers of

Finlayson (1951) The readmg rellability estimates are

relatively high (. 71 to .94); but these mrght be attributable to

the large range of scores (1-20); the use of the analysrs of

variance method of assessment, the use of only six raters, or
the combination of all three of these factors. A comparison
of essay length (or time allowed) is possible within the
Coffman (1966) study and within the Weiss and Jackson
(1982) study. In thé C’o’ff’riian' estimates, the sugg'eéti'o'n is
essays were estimated to have about the same reading
ln the Weiss and

reading rellability estimate (.68) than did the 20-minute

essay (.63). It is not clear from the studies listed ini Table 2,
therefore, whethier reading reliatility is influenced by the

Three of the studies in Table 2 allow for a companson of
scoring methods Coward ( 1952) compared scores on

respornses to four different tasks that were scored both

-analytically and holistieally ona 1-9 scale: The analytical

scoring involved the ratmg and Weighmg of several

components, although the actaal range of scores developed

was not given. The ieading reliability estimates were higher

for analytic scoring for each of the four tasks analyzed.
Weiss and Jackson (1982) used both holistic and atomistic
scoring methods; and both holistic scorings yielded higher
reading reliability estimates than did the atomistic scoring.

In my own work (Breland 1983), 1 have conducted all
three types of scoring on the same set of 20-mintite essays.
An atomistic scoring was conducted through a 20-element
checklist ini_ which scorers chiecked specific attributes of
éﬁsayé 6ﬁ é 57'p’0'lh"t étalé Tlle étbiéé bﬁ each ChétkliSl item

accomplished by a different set of raters using a three- facet

skill rating, each on a 5- -point scale. The three facets were

discourse quality syntactic quality, and lexical quality; and

were based on an analysis of the 20-element checklist. The

analytic score was based on an equally weighted sum of the

three-skill facets: Holistic sconngs of the same essays were
also made on two different occasions by two different scts
of readers using a 1-4 scale. The results of scoring the same
essays three different ways leads one to the conclusion that
holistic scoring yields higher reliabilities than detailed
atomistic scoring, and it is also a great deal less tedious. On
thé other hand it indicates that a lihiited arhount of analysis

reliabilities higher than tl Jse obtained with holistic scoring.
The analytic ratirigs, of course, required more reading

time, but costs were minimized by conducting the reading

through the mail rather than in a conference setting: This

difference in mail versus conference reading suggests one

final influence on the reliabtlity of | readings: In a conference

settmg, readers can discuss their ratings and be supervised

by table leaders and a chief reader. These influences have
demonstrated through countless readings to result in better
reliabilities of scores. But it_is possible that carefully
worded instructions sent through the mail can also result in
irnproyetl reading rEIiabilities ""ie suggestioh of the results
combined wrth anal) tlc sconng procedures result in
improved reliabllitles Whether holistic scoring conducted
in a similar way would yield even higher reliabilities is not
known, but Table 2 indicates that analytlc scoring tends

generally to produce the hlghest reading reliabilities when a
single task is being scored:

15
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Table 3; Score Reliability Estimates Reported for Direct Assessments
o One Task Tivo Tasks Three Tasks
Estimate o ——
Nmber Scoring Ratings per Task Ratings per Task Ratings per Task
Study Methiod ~ Scale 1 2 3 4 12 3 4 [o2 3 4
Breland and Gaynor (1979) 1-6 Sl Sl
Clemson (1978) 1-4 .. .55 . .55 o B
Coffman (1966) 13 26 38 4 42 .55 .82 iF6 52 65 74 74
Finildyson (1951 1-20 69 .78 .82 .84 82 .88 .90 i
Moss et al. (1982) i 1-3 .46
2 0-20 .73 N
Quelimalz (1982) i Analytic  1-3 61
2 Analytic 14 . 83
Steele (1979) ! Holistic  0-4 43 49 58 .62 65 .70
2 Holistic ~ 0-4. .58 .13 16
2 Analvtic 3-18 ,, .82
Traxler and Anderson (1935) Analytic  1-10 N 60
Werls et al. (l980) .44 -
i 53 66 70
.69 .76

Spcarman Brown estimates

Score ﬁéiiabiiiiy Esiimaiés

The most freqyent type ,of estlmater reported as Tabrle 3
shows, is that for two ratings per task—whether one, two,
or three tasks were rated. For these cases, medians of the
estimates are given at the bottom of the table: The median

estimates for two and three tasks, respectively, are sllghtly

less from what would > Computed by the Spearman-Brown

formula using the .53 median estimate for a single task as a

base: This could mean that the :53 estimate is too high; and

that the estimates for two and three tasks are too low. The
low (:38) estimate made by Coffman was based an an
extension from a 5-task; S-reading analysis of variance and,
additionally, is based on a 1-3 score scale—which probably
attenuated the base estlmate The next higher ﬁgure of 58

instructions and numerous prescored samples——advantages
readers usually don’t have. Thus, the .53 median estimate
for the score reliability cbtained when onie task is scored by
two readers Seems reasonable

Brown estimate of .76 is hlgher than the medlan éstimate of

*Note that multiple tasks may consist of multiple topics in the same
discourse mode, a sifigle topic in different discourse modes, or muluplc
topics in different discourse modes.
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70. The Steele (1979) generallzablllty coefﬁuent estlmate
was .65 for a 3-task, 2-rating situatioi, but it may have been
low because rating instriictions were in the process of

development. After rating instructions were improved, the

generalizability coefficient increased to .76—the same as
the Spearman-Brown estimate:

A few studies have reported rehablhty estimates for

nambers of tasks or ratings in excess of those glven in Table

3: These are of interest because they glve some indication of
what accuracy one might expect if resources were available
to conduct such assessments. Table 4 _gives

reported in four studies. The Elnlayson (19571), estlmates for
two tasks and six raters eéxceed the score reliability attained
by many Ob_]eC[lVC tests (and thus appear extreme)

produced an extended matrix  of readlng and score

Table 4. Réijéitéd néiiéisiiitj; Estimates Based on

Reliability Estimate

TasksiRaters per Task Re'tidl'rig Score
Akeja (1972) 177 95
Coffman (1966) 575 92 .84
Dicderich and Link (1967) 472 .80
Finlayson (1951) 2/6 .96 .93
Steele (1979) 612 275
. 6/3 .79
. 9172 .79

9/3 B :

9



Table 5.  Past Estimates of Score and Reading

Rellabllltles for Sets of Short Essays Read Holistically

Number of Tasks

Nuniber of Tipe of . _ - .
Ratings per Task  Reliability 1 2 3 4 3
1 Score 26 41 .52 .59 .64
) Reading 38 51 60 66 .70
Rc.ldlmr> 56 68 75 .79 .82
Réadmg 65 76 .82 85 .88
4 Score 49 66 .73 .79 82
Reading 72 81 .86 .88 .90
5 Score 52 .68 .76 (81 84
Reading 76 .84 .88 .91 .92*
x Content 68 81 86 89 91

Source: Adapted from Coffman (1966).
*Based on empirical data

to examine this matrix of estimates and to summarize the
procedures Coffman used to generate it. The prOCedure
begins with the 5-task, 5-rating cell based on empirical data
and these assumptions:

1. The essay tasks are random samples from a pool of
tasks; consequently, the relationships among score
rel ties as tasks vary in number are governed by
the Spearman-Brown formiila.

2. The raters are selected at random and randomly

assigned to essays: Under these condmons rt lS also

reading feliabilities as the number of readings
varies.

tent” rellablllty (Gulllksen 1950 211—214) in
which content reliability remains constant as lhe
number of readings changes. Content reliability is
computed as the rafio of the score to reading
reliability.

Using these assumptic s, it is pos:

__ Using these e to start at the 5-
task; 5-rating celi (based on empmcal data) and complete

the entire matnx as shoWn in Table 5 The further one

confidence one has in the estimates made., In the 1- task 1-
rating cell, for example, the estimates would be expected to
be less accurate. Unfortunatelv, it is at the low end of the
matrix (few tasks and few ratings) where most assessments
are made As a result it would be of value to haVC better

(1966) esumates were based on an extreme scoring scale
{only 1-3 points), they are fiot generally applicable: One
approach to better estimates would be to use the Coffman
procedure, but to use as a base empirlcal evidence more

generally applicable and to start at the opposite end of the

matrix (few tasks and few raters). Median estimates from

Tables 2 and 3 can be used as an empirical base. For the I-

task; 2-rating cell; good median estimates are available for
both reading and score reliabilities. For the 1-task; I-rating
cell and for the I-task; 3-rating cell, Table 2 provides
reasonably stable reading rellabrlmes

reliabilities developed usmg ,the Coffmanmprocedure, the
indicated empirical bases, and some of Coffrman’s assump-
tions. The Second assumption, that the Spearman-Brown

Table 6. New Estimates of Score and Reading Reliabilities for Various Combinations of Tasks and Ratings per Task
__ Number of Tasks

_ Number of -

Ratings per Task L 1 2 3 4 5
1 Score reliability 48 .65 .74 .18 .83
_ Reading reliability 64+ 76 82 .85 88
2 Score reliability 53* 70 76 81 85
) Reading reliability 70% 81 85 88 .90
3 Score reliability 59_ 75 81 B4 . 88 .
B Reading reliability 78+ 87 90 91 94
® Content reliability .76 86 .90 .92 .94

i nrﬂ

Note: The Spearman-Brown formulais: g = ——————

- 1+ (-Dry
Where, 1, = the cstrmatedgqcfﬁcrcnt

Ta o S ,
n = the number of nmes a test is lengthiened

*Based on the empirical data of Tables 2 and 3.
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can be used to increase reading reliabilities as the number of
ratings increases, was not used. Such a table of estimates
can be only a rough guide to the magnitude of reliabilities
one mlght expect in a given sjtuation, of course. More
crecise estimates would recognize the specific effects on
'réli'aib’ility hbtéd pi‘ei.'ibiiﬂy, ﬁéﬁiely, scoring scale range,
"""""" and other factors

stlmulus and dlscourse modes the greater the rEhablllty one

would expect. A comparison of Tables 5 and 6 suggests that

Table 7.

Coffman S extended estlmates were somewhat lower than

his emplncal base were sllghtly low.

Reliabilities of Analytic Subscales

Several of the §tqdfigsfsummarized in the preiiibiis sections

also examined analytic subscales. In Table 7, six studies are

surmarized in which reliabilities were reported either for

separatc analytic subscales or for an overall score derived

Reliabilities Reported for Analytic Subscales

Reading Reliability

Estimates )
Store
Number of Ratings per S Reliubiliry
Tasks Task #1 #2 #3 4 Estimates
Breland (1983) ) )
Discourse quahly 1 2 69 740 — —
Syntactic quality 1 2 700 .75
Lexical guaiity 1 2 71 .74
Total of subscales _ 1 6 78 82t
ECT Holistic Score . 1 2 .76
Conry and Jeroski (1980)
Organization 1 3 .32 .55 .56° .66
Sentence structure ! 3 47 .62 .63 .51
i 3 a6 .53 61 .71
Handwnimg 1 3 47 55 .51 .65
Vocabulary 1 3 .59 .57 76 58
Punctuation 1 3 28 .52
Diederich and Link (1967) ) :
ldeas 4 2 w p
Organization 4 2
Wording 4 2
Flavor 4 2 80+1
Usage 4 2
Punctuation 4 2
Spelling S 2
Haridwriting 4 2 -
Hackman and Johnson (1977)
Mechanics (subsentence level) 1 2 .83
Mechaics (sentenice level) 1 2 810
Organization 1 2 .64
Thought I 2 .66"
Style 1 2 700
Overall quality 1 2 .61*
Quelimalz, Capell, and Chou {1982) )
Focus 3 2
Organization 3 2
Support 3 2
 Mechanics 3 2
Steele €1979) , )
Langiage 3 2 .83
Organization 3 2 .74
Aldience 3 2 .48
Total analytic 9 2 :82
Holistie 3 2. 6

*Adjudicated scores

®12th grade, narrative
¢12th grade, expository

18

*8th grade; narrative
*8th grade, expository
‘Overall reliability of composne of analytxc scores

11
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from the analytic subscales. The best known of these
analytic scoring schemes is that of Diederich and Link
(1967) The construction zind 'usé ot' theS: subicales are
whlch they, were der;.,ved xs reported by French (1962). A
total score i$ derived trom the eight scales by rating cach on
a l (l'o’W) to 5 (high; scale, doubling the weight for ideas and
. Thus the total score can range
from lO to 50 Dledench and Link (l967) report that this
cumulatwe total of e|ght ratings, when applied indepen-
dently to four different papers; results in a score telizbility
of .80 or more. The average reading time per pap=r is about
5 minutes:

Tii> analytic subscales of Conry and Jerosk: ¢(1980);
Hackman and fohnson (1977); and Quellmalz et al. (1982)
are someu}liiit si'nilar to the Diedeﬁch suBscalés All have

mechamc.s. The Steele (1979) subscales are d|fferent|n that
they don't zitténd to mechzinics at zill ext'ept as it relates to

wntten and the ‘examinee was requlred to consrder audlence
and purpose as important. Each element was ratcd on 4 0-4
scale. The use of audience as a subscale is of part|cular
lnterest because such a scale allows for an evaluat|on of

purpose But the score rell'ibrllty obtained for the au:lrence

subscale (48) was dlsappomtmg, suggesting that such a

factor is difficult to score:

These analytic approaches tend to be limited also

because they focus only on parts of the total domain of
interest. Since there are numerous aspects of writing skill,
and since thesc vary from one mode of discourse to the next,
it is usually assumEd th(it 'o'n'ly zi lEW aspects can be rated

always the possrblllty,that somethmg lmportant may have
been_overlooked or that one element may receive more
Weidht than it mei'its Of course """

the pnnclpal arguments for holistic scoring. -
The Breland (l983) scales represent a compromise

between analyuc scoring as it is usoally conducted and

hollstlc scoring. While empirically based; these scales do

not represent an extraction of factors as in the Diederich

approach: Such factor analytic approaches are limited
because (1) they are appropriate only for the particular
d|scourse mode used for the factor ananysrs and (2) they do
scoring. Asa compromlse, the Br,cland,(l983) Scalesﬁmlght
be more aptly lakeled *‘fociised holistic scales.” That is,
they focus on tliree distinct qualities of writing, but in doing
so they do rot excliide any specific characteristics. They
tepresent # dividing up of holistic scoring into three

dnmalr" Because nothmg is excluded the scales can be

that each subscale is appropriately defined. For example in

an argumentative modc of d|scourse the scale “d|scourse
quality” would include an evaluation of the degree to which
supporting evrdence is used, but in a nairative- descnptwe
mode, use of supporting evidence would not be evaluated as
a part of discourse quality because no argument is being
made:

Sum’m’:-iry of Rellabllltv Evidence

limited primarily by measurement errors resulting from
reader inconsistencies, content sampling biases, and inter-
actions BétWéén thesé two sources 6f érror Rélizibility

sconng method used, The most
important influences appear to be niumber of tasks, number
of raters, scoring method, and scoring ranige. Considering
cnly number of tasks and number of ratings per task, it can
be expected that score rehabnhtles will range from about .50

(for vne task znd one rater) to about :90 (for five tasks and

three ratings per task): Higher scoring ranges. up to about 15

judgmental points, seem to generate slightly higher
reliabilities. Analytic scoring methods with a limited set of
scales may produce hlgher relrabllltles than hollstlc sconng

scoring) appear to ylcld the lowest reliabilities.

VALIDITY OF DIRECT ASSESSMENTS

Validity is often considered with respect to several specific

procedures used m the process of exammmg measures

validation; validation of subscores, content \{al;dat;on, and
consti‘uct Validation Witli tlie éx'cép'ti'oﬁ 6f the last th

methods That |s a cntenon of some type is correlated with
""""" In content valldatl n, a

to be measured Construct val|dat|on reqmres an examina-

tion of the degree to wh|ch an assessment measures some

theoretical construct, or trait. Construct vahdatron involves

the gradual accumulation of evidence from a number of

soarces including correlational evidence; internal consis-

tency, the influence of instructional m'erventlons. and any

er avarlable sources

13
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measure at or about the same time. The most common

criterion used in these studies was the high school Gra; but

concurrent correlations are also shown for high school and
college vrades m E’lgllSh composrtlon courses for hlgh

different conceptually from that of thie other stiidies i in Table
8. The cntenon vanable was the sum of scores obtalned

by four dlfferent raters. As a result the criterion was based
on 16 independent Judgments and had a score rellablllty
estimated at .79. This is a rehtrvely high rellablhty for

direct assessiiieit; moreover, the single essay being exam-

ined for validity was similar to the criterion essays and was

scored in the same way. The correlation of :56 obtained is

therefore not surprising nor is the fact that it is the highest of

any of the correlations in Table 8.

The earliest study of this type reviewed was that of
Huddleston ( 1954) For the 763 high school students studied

two cntenon anables—average hlgh school Engllsh grade

accessrble An essay score was the total of two Judgments

150 words) made by each of two Engllsh teachers. This

essay score was found to correlate .43 and .41 respectlveiy

with high school Engllsh grades and high school instructess’
ratinigs of writing ability.

The concarrent validity compansons in the Breland

(1977) study were based on the criteria of high school rank

(self-reported), high school English grades (self-reported),

college freshman English zrades (fall);, and college fresh-

man english grades (spring). The relationships between the
essay pretests (administered in college English courses) and
both high school rank and high school grades was .37. The
relationship with college grade was much less, .23. The
smaller correlation with college grades may have been a
result of instructional influences, or to the probably lower
reliability of English grades as compared to higli school
rank. In any event, some correlation with course grades
woiild be expected becaiise the essays were written toward
the end of courses.

The Hackman and Johnson (1977) study, reported in

Table 8, used high school Gpa as the criterion and a holistic

Table 8 ‘Studies Reporting Concurrent Correlations with Direct Measures of Writing Skiil
_ Direct
5,“,1‘ Measure of. . B o
and Setting N Wruting Skill Criterion Measure Correlation

Breland (1977) 799 Full essay pretest High school rank Ky}
College 756 Fall essay preiési Last high schiool Eriglish grade .37
freshmen 878 Fall essay p! t Fall English grade .23

o 491 Sprinig €ssay postiest Spring English grade .23,

Breland (1983) 800 FCT holistic score Last high school English grade .20
College High school rank A8
applicams .. o -

Coffmani (1966) 296 One essay scored by Four essays scored by i
High school two readers foiir readers .56
students . o

Hackrnan and Johnson (1977) 36 Fall essay pretest High school GPA ] .20

Huddleston (1954) 763 Essay score High school English grades 43
High school 763 Essay score Instriictors rating of writing abnlny 41

_students _ o - . o

Michael et al. (1980) 100 30-minute essay Cumulative college GPA 40
College juniors (ﬁrs( (expert readers)

sample) o
30-minute essay ~
(lay readers) .36
100 30-minute essay
(second {expert readers) .05
sample) .
30-minute essay
o L (lay readers) o .06

Michael and Shaffer {1978) 687 45-minute essay High school GPA .15
High school 656 In-class essay A7
students P

.23

Median correlation

*Median over foar samples
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score on a 40 minute essay read mdependently by two

readers The relattvely low correlatron of 20 ) may be rclated

admitted to Yale Umverslty. Most had very good hrgh

school records.

The Michael and Shaffer (1978) mvestmatlon also used
high school Gea as the criterion. The validity correlations
reported, .15 and .17, are similar to the .20 figure reported
b'y Hackman and J'o'hn's'o'n fn"r Yale students even though the

not restncted in its range of abllltles
In the Michael et al. (1980) Study. two mndom samples

of approximately 100 college juniors each wrote 36 minute

essays on two dilferent topics. Each response was rated by

both Engllsh professors (eXperts) and by professors in other

departments (lay readers): Two of each type of read .« read

each essay; and the total score was obtained by adding the

two ratings: The criterion measure was the cumulative Gpa
of each student up to the time of the investigation. For the
first sample, the observed correlations between reader
scores and Gpa were better (.41 and .40) than those for the
second sample (.05 and .06). Small differences in

rellabrlltres of ratmgs favored the expert readers but these

differences between the ﬁrst sample and the eecond sample
data were in the wntmg tasks though the detarls of thc tasks
toplc of an essay, or the specific writing task required, may
have a siibstaritial bearinig on the validity of an assessment:

Predictive Validity

While the cohcurrent correlations _|ust reviewed are predrctrve
in a sense. the usual interest is in examining how well a
measure predicts some event which occurs at a later time. In
the case of wnting skills, therefore, we want to demonstrate a
relationship, for example, between a precourse test and a
course grade, between a preadmission test and GPA dfter
admission, or between writing skill as assessed at one time and

from four studres that have reported such relanonshlps

The Breland (1977) and Michael and Shaffer (1978)

studles reviewed earlier for concurrent correlations; also

examined data on student English course grades and on

writing samples collected toward the end of courses. The
Werts et al: (1980) articie represented a refinement of the
same data of the Breland (1977) study through analyses of a

complete but smaller data sample As in the concurrent

sample scores obtamed a. dlff erent t|mes are,hlgher than
relationships between writing sample scores and later course
grades. The direct measures correlate with each other about
at the level of their score reliability (abotut .50 in this case),
but they are not highly predictive of performance eithier in
English courses or overall.

Because of the expense of dlrect assessments of writing

skill, a central issue over the years has been whether or not

an essay adds SIgmﬁcantly to the measurement accuracy

provided by other available measares—the high school

record; objective test scores; or other information. Despite

the lmportance of this issue; it has not often been examined.
Table 10 gives the results from five studies that have in some
way provided useful evidence. __.

The Breland and Gaynor (1979) study conSIdered the
effect of adding an essay when already available were high
scheol rank {sélf-reported), last high school English grade
(safrepoﬁed) éA‘i‘iverbél s”c'o'r'e, and rswr—: Score TWo

grade and a postcourse essay assessment consrstmg of the
siim of scores received on essays written towardr the end of

both the fall and spring semesters. The grade criterion was

examined within each of four colleges the essay criterion

was examined for all four colleges combined: Slgmﬁcant

beta We1ghts were obtained for the essay pretest in all four

colleges combined when the essay criterion was used. The

Table 9: Studies Reporting Predictive Correlations for Direct Measures of Vﬁ'ltmg Skill
Study
and Setting N Predictive Measure __Criterion Measure Correlation

Breland (1977) 886 Fall essay pre(esl Fall. English_grade _ .28
Four colleges 400 Fall essay preiesi Spring English grade 26
904 Fall essay pretest Fall essay postest .52
o 316 Fall essay pretest Spring essay posttest 51
Michael and Shaffer (1978) 1.36 EPT essay Fall GPA , .21
California State 0.7 EPT essay Fall English grade 31
University, Northndge 657 In-class essay Fall GPA .25
S 604 Fall English grade .32
Werts et al. (1980) 234 Fall essay pretest Fall essay posttest .56
Fall essay pretest Spring essay posttest .57
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Talglg 10 Stiidies Reporting Incremental Validity Evidence for Direct Measures
Incremental
7 R
Smudy N Criterion Predictors r beta R (direct)
Breland anid Gaynor (1979 76 Freshman English HS rank — .10 N
Coliege freshmen (Coilege A) course grades HS English grade — 17 139 04
SAT-V — .00
TSWE — 10
] Essay pretest — 20 ,
160 HS ran¥ — .04 43 .04
¢College B) HS Englis., grade = 28
SAT-V - .00
TSWE - .05
Essay pretest — .22 -
204 HS rank — 20 51 03
(College €) HS English grade — .00
SAT-V — 25
TSWE — .03
Essay pretest — .22 -
_ 135 _ HS rank — .25 .50 K17
{College D) HS Engllsh grade —_ 13
SAT-V — .00
TSWE — 13
o L R Essay pretest — 19
213 Postcourse essay HS rank . — g1 .76 .05
(Four assessment HS English grade — 109
colleges) SAT-V — 16
TSWE — 22
Essay pretest — .38
Checketts and Christensen (19721) -
CLEP examinees 123 Freshman English GPA CLEP objective - — .53 .06
o CLEP essay — —
Godshalk et al. (1966) L ] L o
High school stiidents 237 Four brief essays,; PSAT-V sentence .69 .28 77 .02°
each read 5 times Correction prose groups .67 127
Essay A (2 readings) .56 A3
.55 .26 o o
254 PSAT-V sentence 63 .20 .75 .03
Correction prose groups .68 .36
Essay B (2 readings) .56 15
- 49 .23
Huddleston (1954) L I el
High school studefits 420 Average English grade Objective English .60 .18 .80 —
Essay-content 26 102
Essay-style_ .39 .10
Paragraph A .29 .03
Paragraph B 33 08
Verbal test 11 .58 .
Instructor’s rating Objective English .58 .16 79 —
of writing ability Essay content 22 —-.03
Essay-style 39 113
Paragraph A .26 .00
Paragraph B 33 .09
o o ) Verbal test .76 .60 . -
763 Avérage English grade Objective English .34 — .56 o7
: o Two essay ratings A3 -
INSEUELGE's rating Two paragraph ratings .34 — .56 .05
of writing ability Two essay ratings .41 —

Note: A dash (—) indicates | mformauon not rcponcd

*Inicludes two essays and two paragraph ratings. i
*This increment is based on a comparison with pred:cnon by four objccnve tests. Actually; one objective test was replaced by an essay in conducting thc
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study. Consequently: the increment attributable to the cssay is slightly larger than the figure reported here, but the precise

amodrit is unknown.
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Table 10. Studres Regortmg Incremental Valldlty Evrdence for Direct Measures (Contmued)
Incremental
R
Sty N Criterion Predictors r beta R (direct)
Michael and Shaffer (l978) 1583 Fall GPA HS GPA — 25 .38 —
College freshien EPT-reading - 1
EPl-cssay —_ .09
EPT-sent. constr. — ns
. . ,E,E'Llcjélé &o org —_ .06
637 Freshman English grade HS GPA — 23 48 —
EPT-reading — 15
EPT-gssay — 12 n
EPT-sent. constr. — .18
EPT-logic & org: — ns

Note: At dsh (—) indicates information not n.poncd
'lncludt.s two csxays .md two paragraph raungs

study. Conscqucmly the increment attributable to the essay is shghtly largr.r lhan the hgurr. reported here. bu( (he precise amount is unknown

average increment in the multiple correlation, attributable to
the essay, was about .04.

~ Checketts and Chnstensen (l974) stud|ed the CLEP
objective and essay c. mponefts and obtained an increment
in the mult|ple correlat|on predlctmg a fresk 1an Enghsh
average of .06 owing to the essay. The cLep essay and

Ob_]EC[lVe components are each 90 minutes in length—so the

results are not precisely comparable to the more common

20-minute essay and somewhat shorter objective compo-
nent. But the S|m|lanty of the .06 increment to the .04

increment indicated in the Breland and Gaynor study would
suggest that not a great deal is gained by the longer essay.
‘The Godshalk et al., (1966) study has been cited on a
number of occasions in this report. The iiicremental validity
eviderice reported in Table 10 was developed in a special
fi-Id trial in Which foiir of the five essays iised were criteria
aﬁd the ﬁfth Was a predictor Two diffei‘Eiit 'es’s'ﬁy topics Were

excluded either Essay Aor Essay B. As noted in Table 10,
the incremental R observable in the Godshalk et al: study

was the difference between the R obtainzble from four

objective predictor tests and the R obtained when one of the

four objective tests was replaced by an essay test. Thus the

incremental R shown is attenuated by some unknown
amount Another posolble companson |s between an

composition (but excludm;g the PSAT-verbal) and the Tablc
10 'ri‘iiil'ti'p'le Rs.

Suach. a c'oriip'airis'o"ri ténds to artiﬁcially
.05 and
(Fl respectlvely for essays A and B The true lncremerit lies
between these figures and those shown in Table 10.

The Hiiddleston (1954) study reported that a verbal test
(essentlally the sAr-vertial) accounted for pracucally all of
the variance in both of these criteria—average high school

English grade and high school instractors’ ratings of writing

16

ab'iiity A 'muiti'p'i'e 'co'r'r'eiatioﬁ 'o'f 86 was 'o'btain'ed for the

reV|S|on exercises, an Db_]EClIVE test of Engll”‘j and the

verbal test. But the verbal test alone correlated ;77 with the

criterion, indicating that all other vanal)les including the
essay test, the and the

objectrve test of English added little (.03) to the pred|ct|on

the paragraph revision exercises;

instructor rating of writing ability. The essay stvle rating
contributed more to the prediction than thc content rating,
suggestmg that content was less rel|ably assessed

(1978), also used two cnrena. The ﬁrst cntenon was fall
scmester GPA and the second, grades in a freshman English
colrse. Significant beta weights were o:'amed for the 40-
minute EPT Essay (scored by two readersl for both criteria;

studies in Table lO were not reported but some were. For

example. the summation of the EPT composition compo-

nents (sentence construction; logic and organization; and

the essay) predicted fall semester GpA with an r= .29,

whereas sentence construction correlated .27 and logic and
organization .26 with the same criterion. For predicting
grades, the summation of the three cornpositiori ’s’c’cs'rés
produced a correlation of .41, whereas sentenc
struction and logic and organization correlated respectlvely
.38 and .33 with the criterion.

Validity of Analytlc Subscores

Recent interest in diagnosis calls & i
validity ewdence reported for analytlc subscores in dlrect

assessments. Although analytic scales are often used in

developing scores for direct assessments; data are not often
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summarizes three investigations in which some kind of
correlatlonal valldltv cvndcncc was reported for an ?nalytlc

= 49 Wlth instructor ratmg of wntmg ablllty) The

gene'ally lower correlations in the Hackman and Johnson

study are probably attributable to the select sample (Yale
freshmen) being studied: o
The Breland (19€3) data also show sllghtly hxgher

validities for gramratical types of ratmgs as opposed to

higher order skills: For both criteria; a syntactic quality

roting. and a lexical quallty ratmg yielded higher correlations

than a rating on uxscouxse quallty Thw dlscourse quallty

Table 1i. Despite the lmpo(taiit:é that most abser'v;ers.
incliiding members of the English teaching profession, place

qualmes. the val!dtty evldence shown in Table 1 favors the
more mundane skills.
Constriict Validity

(1982) have recently revived issues of

Quellmalz et al:

construct validity in writing skill assessment. One construct

validity issue was the long-standing questicn of whether

direct and indirect assessments both measure a unitary trat

that is not easily d}vnsﬂ le. Most past research has concluded
that direct and indirect assessments are highly correlated,;
even 'f |t \,ould not be demonstrated conclusnvcly that they

1980),. While Quellmalz et al. were notﬂable {o answei the
question unequivocally, their results indicated that indirect
assessments, as well as different types of direct assess-
ments, measire different skill constructs. In parncular
discourse mode (for examiple, expository, narralive) and

response mode (prodiction vs. recognition) were suggested

as influences on the assessinent. The stady also compared

analytic judgment; of essays with objective assessments of

Table 11. Validity Evidence for Analytic Subscores o
Study and ]

Setting N Subscore _ Criterion Measure Correlation

Breland (1983) 800 DISCOLI'SC quahiy Last high school .19 €207
Random samplcs Syntactic quality Erelish grade .26
of ECT-takers Lexical goality .24
Analytic total - .26

Discourse quality High school runk A7 (.18)*
Syntactic quality 21
Lexlcal qualxty .20
o o o 22
Hackiman and Johmson 173 Higk schoot grade ave.age .20
(9 Me.Harics (senitence) 22
Yale college freshmen Organization .19
Thought .19
o o Style - 27
Huddleston {1954) 294 Punctuation High school English grades .25
High school students Idiom 21
33
.33
Instructor rating of 29
writing ability 22
Grammar .49
Seritence structere L i .35
763 Content High school English grades 28
Stylc 40
Content Tiistractors’ ratih’gs of 24
Style _ writing ability B 3

*The discourse ratings were snmllar in cmph. ses o the holistic ratings mmade foi the £t aqininistration. Correlations between the

criterion and the EcT holistic ratings are giver in parentheses.

17
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parallel skills—focus, crganization, support. and mechan-
ics. Their analyses indicated that focus and organization
defined a single factor (terned coherence) but that support

and mechanics were distinct factors measurable by both
direct and irdirect methods.

Content Valldlty

No analyses of the contentﬁnalild.ty’rr‘irwdrrect assessments
were encountered in the present review. The analyses of
Quellmalz et al: (1982) touched on content validity

however, since different modes of discourse were examined.

In that stuay; students who scored high on narratrve tasks

tasks. These results
:mporiant in divect 2 sgssmcn\s Reyond the influence of
disc Hurse mode the specrﬁc toprc of the drrect assessment

Summary of Valldlty Evidenice

Evrdence in support of the validity of direct assessrnents of
writing skills is available froi vers
Concurrent Correlatlons wrth hrgh school rank hrgh school

is available from several perspectives.

college GPa all shoWed statistically significant relatronshrps
elatlons were at tlmes relatlvely low

number of studres showmg that dlreC[ assessments of
writing skill contribute information beyond that avarlable
through previous academic records and other kincs of test

scores. In those few investigations reporting validity
eviderice for direct assessments of writirig subskills; ratings

of grammatical skills terided to yield slightly higher validity
coefficients than ratings of content; discourse quality; or

thought The only type of val ty evidence not located for

direct assessments was evidence of content validity. Since

only one writing task was often employed; content sampling

from the domain of all possible writing tasks was of course
severely limited.

TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS

Recent technologrcal developments in text processing may

afford an opportunity to improve direct assessments of

writing skill. There is hope that the present lmpasse between

the unrehabilrty of the usual assessments and the labor

intensiveness of more reliable and valid assessments can be

broken by appropriate applications of technology. Past

8

SOIutrons to this dilemma have relied on multiple-choice

assessmients as a source of reliability and brief Judgmental

assessments: as a source of validity. Few accept such a

combination as the ultimate solution. Most multiple-choice

assessments cover only a narrow range of the writing skill

domain; and most judgmental assessments arc made on one
sample written in one mode of discourse. The limitations of
current direct assessments are almost always a consequeiice
of the labor intensiveness of better direct assessments.
 The use of techriology in Writing assessiient is ot a

Office of Educatlon Page and Paulus (see Page 1966, 1968a
1968b for summarizations of this work) developed tech-
nigues for scoring essays and for provrdmg mstructronal

feedback to students through computer analysis of essays:

Indices were develope'd that predicted judgmental scores

through a procedure adapted from Diederich’s (1974)

analytic scoring procedure: The computer was shown to be

about as good a predrctor of human judgments as human

judges themselves: In view of the time that has now passed,

however; the optlmlsm expressed by Page (1966, 238) was

cleiirly re)&cessrve “We will soon be grading essays by

statement was in error—at least with respect to the word
soon. )

. One of the reasons Page s work did not catch on was
the English profession’s negative response (see, for exam-
ple, Macrorie 1969). Although it has been pomted out that

some of the negatrve reactions to Page ] work miss the pOmt

(Slo eing
stidied are the cognitive processes of expenenced English

teachers these assertions have not sufficed to revive the

idea: The limitations of the technology of the late sixties and

its consequent lack of avarlabrlrty also caused the idea of

computer assessment of writing to founder at that time.

Recent strides in microchip technology and widespread

changed the context in Wthh technology operates. Desplte
this changed context, most English teachers and most
examinees would probably never accept a computer’s
jii'dg'm'ent 6f the 'quality of a piece of Writing On the other

mformatron that is useful but niot evaluative would hkely be
more acceptable. )
An example of such descriptive information is

provided by the Writer's Workbench program developed at

Bell Laboratories (Frase 1980; Frase et al. 1981). The

Writer’s Workbench consists of a growing set of computer

alds for edltmg and reform tting written documents ln

punctuatron included also are more complex routrnes that
ﬁag poor drctron wcalc phrases, and other\ that compute
words used, and, compare a”wntten prece wrth some
standard piece written by a well-known writer. Frase et al.
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evaluations,
information rather than decrsrons Notmg the fallurerof

Page’s idea to grade essays by computer, it is suggested that

humans wrll never relmqulsh human Judgment to imperfect

develop lmperfect measures of wntmg skill.

A much more sophisticated text-critiquing system,

El’lSTLE is currently under development at IBM (Heidom
et al. l982) The EPISTLE system is more sophlstlcated

than the Writer's Workbench because it uses a parser that

breaks down sentences into component parts of speech and

relates the form; function, and syntax of each part. By

contrast; the Writer's Workbench is only a collection of
programs that ldentlfy characteristics of writing. A parse
tree of a sentence can show for example, that the distance
between a subject and verb is too great. EPISTLE also
bér'f'drﬁi's p:i'raig'raiph’level critigiies sich as noting that there
are too many passive sentences Or o0 many compound or

complex sentences. Heidor et al. emphasize, however, that
EPISTLE is still in the experimental stage.

There are also writing computer assessment activities
unider wdy in the academiic setting: 6ne well-developed

computer-assrsted instructional program is JOURNALISM

{Bishop 1974). JOURNALISM performs styllstlc analysis

by reporting variety in sentence length and overuse of

articles; passives, adjectives, and adverbs. It also checks

spellmg and keeps students’ records of progress. Another

academic approach to the writing assessment problem is that
of an (l977) Fl n s approach |s to focus only on word

develop an index of writing matunty. Moe (1980) descnbes
programs that count words and word strings of various
types; analyze sentences, and estimate readablllty o

A fundamerital notion, that of an automated dictionary,

was brought to the aftention of tie Natlonal Institute of

Education in l978 and later a Conference was held (Miller

1979). Sirice that tisne’ software compames have developed

automated dlctlonanes that function in consort with

proofreading programs: These kinds of developments are

likely to proceed rapidly if recent history is any guide.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The history of direct writing skill assessment is dominated
by the issue of reliability. Specifically, the issue is the
limited reliability of the usual kind of direct assessment in

which an examinee produces a sample of writing on some

topic during a limited time period, and that Sample is then

evaluated by orie or more judged. As simple and stralghtfor-

ward as such procedutes seem on the surface; the fact is that

26
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they are not slmple at all Much has been wntten about the

English teachers and others. But there has been little

examination of other kinds of limitations in the usual writing

assessments. One important limitation not often examined

has to do with the degree of content sampling usually
conducted. ] o - B

The sampling domain for direct assessments reflects ali
possible types of stimuli (written, pictorial, aural, for
exarnple) and all possible modes of discourse (narrative,
expre"swe argumentatlve for example) For each combina-

wntmg occur. How much time is allowed for the wntmg"

What reference matenals. if any, are allowed? What is the

purpose of the writing? Who is the audience? When one

adds the cortext variables to the different stimulus types and

the different modes of discourse, the domain from which

any pamcular wrrtmg sample is drawn is extensive indeed.

Because the usual writing sample represents only one kind

of stimulus; only one mode of discourse, and only one
context; it is a small sample of the possible domain of tasks
that might be used to assess writing skill. Since some
éiéﬁiiﬁé'e”s are likely to perform better at some tasks than at

will result in errovs in the assessment. These grrors, if

addition_to the errors mtroduced by reader inconsistency,

make reliable direct assessment difficult to attain:
Reliabilities of essay assessmients can be made

acceptable, of course, through the use of expensrve

multiple-topic, multiple-mode; and multiple-reader pro-

cedures—as the evidence presented shows. Consequently,

there is nothlng inherently unreliable about the general

approach. It is probably true, nevertheless,’ that student

behavior in producing writing samples is less consistent

than it is for more structured tests. There are more choices

to make; more consequences of poor choices, and there is
less control over the ordcr of responses As a result it is

mconsrstcncles are coupled with those of readers making

judgments of the samples.
It has been effectlvely argued (Coffman 1966) that

direct assessmeiits of writing skill can be valid even if

rellabllrty is often a problem. To the degree that thej/ relate

to actual performance in Engllsh composition courses or to

more extensive assessment of writing performance; direct

assessiments are valid measures: And substantial relation-

shlps with course performance have been reported. More-

over, direct assessments have been shown to contribute,

lncrementally, beyond the prediction possible using past

academic performance and objective test scores. Therefore,
it is difficult to arguc that dll‘ec[ assessments of wntmg Sl(lll

that related to the equatmg of essdy assessments Since

topics and specific tasks vary in difficulty, and since each

19







Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

adsministration of a test must necessanly Change the topxc for
secuirity purposes, d not inconsequential problem is how

best to equate a score received in one admmxstratxon with a

score received in anéther. This problem is usually handled

through a combmed ‘essay and objectlve assessment in

which the cquating is performed on the combined score
using an objective measure. However, if an essay ussess-
ment were used in isolation, it is not immediately apparent
how equatlng across administrations could be achieved.

An lmportant but seldom cxammed valldlty issue is

rark students, the dlrect assessments w,|th,hol|st|c sconng
are clearly valid for that purpose. Bt if the interest is _in
specific strengths and weaknesses of a student’s writing for
use as instrictional feedback, a holistically scored essay is
:it beSt a bluni instrument Analytic scoring fay not be

only a very small proport|on of the domain of possible

samples Therefore, the val|d|ty of threct assessments for

diagnostic and instructional purposes can easily be ques-

tioned desplte the obvious instructional utility of commen-

tary on onée ’s Wntmg

~ Validity in direct assessments has also been questioned
with respect to issues of test bias; but no evidence on this
issue was available. A specific question is whether judges

d|scnm|nate against mmontles and others who speak

writing of speakers of dlalects may be biased because the
judge may react primarily to less important subskllls (such
as punctuation and grammar) and fail to note that other more
|mportant goals of the essay were ach|evEd The ratmg of

Such
subsk|ll rating. would increase the tlme required by Judges

dlrect assessment: lmplementdtlon of technology |s not

needed for entenng the sample into the computer and
because the types of analyses that can be performed by

aspects of good and bad wntlng can probably be evaluated
by an_appropriately programmed word processor.
One must conclide, first, that writing skill is

inherently difficult to assess accurately Wh|le d|rr‘ct

assessment accuracy is l|m|ted by rater inconsistencies and

the indirect assessment of

wntmg sklll has otherrl'mltatlons A sccond conclusxon that

expensive, and cumbersome: A means has yet to be devised

that Slrgmﬁcantly relieves this efficiency problem; thcugh

computers may represcnt a potential long-term solution.

Faced with the present dilemma of either excessively high
costs or low reliability; a solution is not easily found.

Worse; some assessments in current use have high costs and
low reliability

It may be that writing is simply too complex a skill to
bé measured completcly An approach that avonds some
usually neccessary but not_ sufﬁclent for effectn{e writing.
Kn'o'Me'dgé 6f th’e i-ules of syntax lexical knowledge and

advanced skllls like orgamzatlonal skills, coherence skills;
transntlon skllls and sk|lls of revision and ed|t|ng

large state umverslty After struggling W'th the complex

pol|t|cal issues surrounding an exit examination; she

decided to develop a test of her own—with the assistance of

English department faculty members. An early step was a
survey of English professors and teaching assistants.
With the survey as the basis; a revision and edltmg test

was dcveloped which consnsts of ?0 |tems d|V|ded into two
sentence, the last 15 questlons are on how to lmprove
sentences or groups of sentences The test is pnnted wnth
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d|ct|on i
dlscem methods of development errors of loglc

errors, effectlveness of examples, and
« offer suggestions for revision.
Following administrative and computer scoring of the
test, each teacher receives a printout of his or her class
Which 'sth’s éach student's an'swe'r to each 'q'u'esti'o"n After

) What seems lmportant in this example is that the test
developed is riot a test of writing skill per sL . but a revns:on

and editing test, even though everyone (and certamly every

Eiiglish teacher) knows that there is morz to writing than

revising and editing: To the English professors and teaching

assistants in this one university, however, these were the

most important support skills. And a successful measure of

these support skills was developed and is now in use.
The example test descnbed s not a dlrect assessment

skill. It is a dlrect assessment,of revnsnon and edltmg skllls
Similar direct assessments of other writing support skills
would also seem to be possible. Direct assessments of
written organization skilis, of thesis statements, of methods
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of thesis deVelopment and of the use of supportmg evidence

\xould also seem Vpossmle Thus; the direct assessment of

writing support skills represents one possible approach to

the dilemma described earlier.

Research into the assessment of these higher-fevel

support skills is recommended. Also recommended is
research of the following types:

1. The development of a C"om'prehenswe cnterlon

in différent modes of discourse with each carefully

evaluated by multlple Judges on more than a smgle

dimension: While in some senses similar to the

Godshalk et al: (1966) study. an effort to develop a

neiv wntmg cntenon would beneﬁt from more

Furthermore; the new criterion could be used”to
evaluate new assessments of writing support skills.
The collection of data on writing support skills
using instruments such as those of Matalene (1982)
and others and the analysis of such skills in relation
to the overall variance ifi a comprehensive criterion
would be especially useful.

2: The conduct of confirmatory factor analyses as well
as other kinds of analyses to examine the construct
validity of the measures available as contrasted with
the validity of new prototype measures.

3. The analysns of judgmental assessments in conJunc-

tion wnth antomated assessments to determine in

what ways thesc two approaches might be combined

to optlmlze efﬁcnency rellablllty and valldlty

obtammg human Judgments of written products:

Such efficiency may be obtainable through the mail

(parttcularly electronic mail) if appropnate quallty

eontrol procedures are implemented at the same
time:

5. Smce prat.tlcallty usually dlctates that only limited
samples of an examinee’s writing be taken; it would

be important to examine what specific kinds of tasks

elicit the most reliable and valid information. While

persuasnve/argumentatlve tasks may be preferred by
English tzachers; for example; they may be so
difficult as to preclude much writing by many
students. A comparative validity examination of
task types would be valuable. -

6. Equating of direct assessments of writing is

inherently dlfﬁcult because tasks vary in dlfﬁculty

This problem is uslially handled through the use of

multlple choice measures as anchors. If the exam-

inee i1s allowed a choice of topics; the problem of

equating is even more difficult. A useful investiga-
tion would explore equating issues as they relate to

Q
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task types. choice of tasks by the examinee, and
optimum methods for weighting direct and indirect
comporieits.

7: Bias in judgments of essays may be influenced by
methods used; as has been suggested by Hoover
and Politzer (1982). An examination of holistic as
opposed fo analytic ratings for different dialect ard

standmg of this issue.
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